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PER CURIAM:*

Zennie King, pro se, appeals the summary judgment dismissing

her discrimination claims against Entergy Operations, Inc. and

Edwin Rogers.  She argues that she established a prima facie case

of discrimination and that she was denied due process of law when

the district court granted summary judgment and denied her a jury

trial.  King’s argument is without merit.  It is well-settled that

“[n]o constitutional right to a trial exists when after notice and

a reasonable opportunity a party fails to make the rule-required

demonstration that some dispute of material fact exists which a
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trial could resolve.”  Oglesby v. Terminal Transport Co., 543 F.2d

1111, 1113 (5th Cir. 1976) (rejecting contention that entry of

summary judgment violated Seventh Amendment right to jury trial and

Fifth Amendment right not to be deprived of property without due

process of law).  As the district court explained in its thorough,

well-reasoned opinion, King failed to demonstrate the existence of

a genuine issue of material fact.  We therefore AFFIRM the summary

judgment, essentially for the reasons stated by the district court.

King’s motion for a default judgment in the amount of $20

million, because she has not received a copy of an order signed by

a judge granting an extension of time for the appellees to file

their brief is patently frivolous and is DENIED.  The appellees’

motion for an award of attorney’s fees for having to respond to

King’s frivolous motion is DENIED, but King is warned that future

frivolous filings will result in the imposition of sanctions

against her.

AFFIRMED; MOTIONS DENIED; SANCTIONS WARNING ISSUED.


